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r f ^ + 

Sirenctvcs  R£pcrt*3r  : 


Ronald  J.  Hayward 


HR.  AIIDERSOU:  As  a threshold 
matter,  wa  did  find  that  the  chronological  file 
for  1968  does  still  exist  and  it  has  been  checked 
and  both  of  the  letters  you  asked  about;  the  letter 
cf  April  9,  1968,  Exhibit  22-16;  and  the  letter  of 
April  12,  1963,  Exhibit  22-17,  dees  have  copies 
cf  those  two  letters  in  the  chronological  file- 


The  only  indication  other  than  what  you  have  already 
seen  cn  them  is  the  initial  CF,  and  we  don’t  know 
who  CF  is,  tut  we  understand  that  is  the  person  who 
out  it  in  the  chronological  file  and  that  dees 
indicate  that  the  letter  was  mailed  and  we  are 
willing  to  stipulate  that  both  of  those  letters 
were  mailed  to  the  addressees  cn  about  the  date 
they  bear. 

MR.  WELSH:  Did  you  in  your 

& r ~ * » rv  r t*.  * t - ••  * 

check  of  the  chronological  file  also  look  for  any 
other  letters  between  Sanders  and  TelePrompter? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  We  did  net  go 

through  the  file  for  that  purpose. 

MR.  WELSH:  I would  like  to 

request  that  you  do  that  for  the  period  of  January 
through  April  or  May  cf  1968. 

MR.  ANDERSON:  From  January 

of  ’68  to  May  of  ’68?  " 

MR.  WELSH:  Yes,  from  January  1. 
MR.  ANDERSON:  Do  veu  want  tc 
know  if  there  are  copies  of  letters  that  are  already 
here? 

MR.  VJELSH:  Yes.  We  would 


live  to  knew  - have  an  identification  of  all  letters 
passing  between  Sanders  and  TelePrcmpter  during 
that  time  and  if  there  are  any  which  are  net  a 
part  of  Exhibit  22,  we  would  request  copies  cf 
those? 

HR.  AilDEESON:  All  right; 
we  will  make  that  search. 

LOUIS  LT LINGER 

called  as  a witness,  having  been  previously  sworn,  was 

further  examined  and  continued  his  testimony  as  fellows: 

(Interrogatories  by  Mr*  Welsh.) 

Q.  Mr.  Ftlinger,  is  it  correct  that  you  did  net  learn 

of  Mr.  Williams*  knowledge  of  a game  at  Stanford 
when  he  was  a student  until  the  time  cf  the 
pussell  deposition? 

A.  That  is  my  recollection  and  I so  stated  yesterday. 

0.  Did  you  hear  about  Mr.  Williams'  knowledge  cf  that 

game  prior  to  the  Russell  deposition? 

A.  Mo.  As  far  as  I can  recall,  that  is  the  first 

instance  that  I heard  about  it  as  I testified. 

Q . Do  you  recall  a conversation  with  either  Mr.  Williams 
or  Mr.  Anderson  regarding  Mr.  Williams  having  seen 


f 


A. 

Q. 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

0. 


A. 


0. 


A. 


a game.,  such  conversation  occurring  around  May 

cf  1975? 

no. 

Prior  to  the  Russell  deposition,  were  you  informed  - 
did  you  receive  any  information  about  Mr.  Williams 
G teen  any  game  as  a student?  That  is,  any 
game  played  using  a cathode  ray  tube? 

Re,  I don’t  recall  any  such  discussions  with  him. 

Do  you  recall  being  informed  about  that  by  anyone? 

No. 

Either  prior  to  or  during  the  pendency  of  the 

applications  for  the  reissue  patents  involved  in  this 

litigation,  did  you  have  any  discussions  with 

Kr.  Bricdy  regarding  the  question  cf  whether  to 

bi mg  any  prior  art  to  the  attention  cf  the  Patent 
Office? 

I don’t  recall  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Bricdy 
about  the  necessity  cf  bringing  any  prior  art 
wO  the  attention  of  the  Patent  0ff 'c« 

-m  you  ever  discuss  with  Mr.  Bricdy  the  question 
of  whether  to  bring  Space  War  to  the  attention  of 
the  Patent  Office? 

Ac  € 


As  - Es  I know f no* 


Shortly  after  ycu  rsad  the  article  on  Space  War  in 
II  cybernetic  Ircntitrs,”  did  you  discuss  Space 
V.7ar  with  Hr.  Dricdv? 


Yes. 


Did  you  discuss  with  Mr.  briody  whether  to  make 
an  investigation  to  determine  more  about  Space 
War? 


I don’t  think  so. 


What  did  you  discuss  with  Mr.  Bricdy  regarding 


Space  War? 


MR,  ANDERSON:  I cbiect  to 


the  question  as  attorney-client  privilege  and 
work  product  and  instruct  the  witness  net  to  answer. 
Is  it  your  testimony  that  ycu  did  net  discuss  with 
Mr.  Briody  the  question  of  whether  to  call  Space 
War  to  the  attention  of  the  Patent  Office? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I think  you 
have  asked  him  that  auesticn  and  he  has  answered 


that  question. 


Is  that  ycur  testimony? 


MR.  ANDERSON:  Do  you  want  to 


have  it  reread? 


t : * V 


MR.  WELSH:  The  question? 


MR.  ANDERSON : And  the  ansx^er. 
You  asked  him  that  specific  question  and  he  answered 


different  question, 


MR.  WELSH;  Yes,  this  is  a 


MR.  ANDERSON;  Well,  then. 


read  the  current  question  and  go  back  and  read  the 
other  question  and  ansvjer.  I think  it  is  three 
questions  back.  The  next  tc  the  last  one  that  he 


actually  answered, 


(Whereupon,  the  requested 

question  and  answer  were 

i . ■ • ■ - - : 

read  back  by  the  reporter.) 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I objeette  the 
question  either  on  the  grounds,  then,  that  it  is 
the  same  question  or  the  new  question  mischaracterize e 
the  testimony  if  you  say  it  is  a different  question. 


One  cf  the  two. 


MR.  WELSH:  I don't  believe  he 


instructed  vou  not  to  answer. 


MR.  ANDERSON;  You may  answer 
the  question,  if  you  can.  ’ • to  ■» 


•‘•HE  WITNESS : Would  you  read 

the  question,  please? 

(Whereupon,  the  previous 
question  was  read  hack 
by  the  reporter.) 

THE  WITNESS : Yes.  To  the 
best  cf  mv  knowledge,  yes. 

Did  ycu  have  any  discussion  with  Hr.  Briody 
regarding  the  relation  cf  Space  War  tc  any  claims 
pending  in  the  applications  for  the  reissue 
patents? 

. HR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  I object. 
I think  this  is  all  in  the  area  cf  attorney-client 
privilege  communications  and  work  product  and  I 
instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer. 

MR,  WELSH:  What  is  the  basis 
for  this  claim  cf  attorney-client  privilege, 

.Mr.  Anderson?  Is  it  a common  interest  with  respect 
to  the  pending  applications  in  the  Patent  Office? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  I 

understand  you  are  relying  upon  Space  War  as  prior 
art.  If  you  are  not  and  you  want  to  so  stipulate. 


9 


then  T guess  I would  have  nc  objection  to  having 
this  witness  perhaps  testify  about  Space  V.7ar. 

If  you  are  relying  on  Space  War  as  prior  art  in 
the  litigation  in  which  you  are  taking  this 
deposition,  I believe  that  communication  is  with 
respect  to  that  prior  art  that  ycu  are  alleging, 
privilege  communication,  and  the  relationship 
with  that  prior  art  on  ’which  you  are  trying  to 
rely  and  the  claims  and  the  patents  are  issues 
in  this  lawsuit  and  clearly  communications  regarding 
them  are  privileged  and  work  product, 

MR.  WELSH:  These  are 

communications  which  took  place  during  pendency 
of  the  applications  for  reissue  in  the  Patent  Office 
and  the  question  is  directed  to  the  claims  of  those 
pending  applications;  and  whether  or  not  we  are 
claiming  that  as  prior  art  in  the  litigation  vculd 
seem  to  have  no  bearing  on  the  communications  which 
they  had  with  respect  to  the  claims  then  pending. 

Are  you  claiming  that  they  had  a common  interest 
in  the  reissue  applications? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  The  claims  then 
pending  are  the  claims  in  this  lawsuit,  the  very 


10 


SvAir.e  claims  i-»  niost:  cases,  and  "trie  lawsuit  was 
pending  ■J.'-r  over  a year  at  the  tins  that  the 

confer e^ce  you  are  asking  about  occurred 
anu  tnerefora  I think  it  is  clearly  work  Droduct 
and  attorney-client  privilege. 

: .R . WELSH:  At  the  time  of  these 
or  of  this  discussion  which  I understand  is  shortly 
after  Mr.  Etlinger  read  the  "II  Cybernetic  Frontiers" 
arkicj.e  in  July  cf  197  5,  tne  claims  cf  the  reissue 
applications  were  not  then  involved  in  the  litigation, 

*'-R • AHDERSOH : Well,  they  are 
the  same  claims  for  the  most  part  as  are  in  the 
issued  patents.  In  fact,  you  haven’t  .fixed  the 
time  in  which  these  conversations  occurred.  It  is 
quite  possible  that  one  of  the  reissues  had  already 
been  reissued  when  those  conversations  occurred 
as  far  as  the  record  shows  and  I just  think  it  is 
clearly  attorney-client  privilege  and  it  is  clearlv 
work  product.  *. 

Hew  seen  after  you  read  the  ”11  Cybernetic  Frontiers" 
article  did  you  discuss  it  with  Mr.  Briody? 

Within  a few  weeks.  . . . 


Was  it  within  a few  days? 


I am  net  sura,  it  was  somatime  after  we  got  the 
article  * 

Was  it  prior  to  the  reissuance  of  the  first 
reissue  patent? 

I don't  remember  the  data  that  the  patents  were 

issued,  but  I do  know  that  that  book  came  verv 

late  in  that  month,  June  or  July,  whenever  it  was 

sent  to  me.  It  was  either  delayed  in  the  mail  or 

something,  but  it  came  very  close  to  the  end  of 

the  month.  Something  like  the  24th  or  the  25th. 

The  letter  forwarding  that  identified  as  Document  10 

in  the  Magnavox  and  Sanders  responses  to  Eally 

Interrogatory  No.  11  was  dated  July  21,  1975.  I 

don’t  believe  you  have  answered  the  question  which 

was.  Did  you  have  the  discussion  prior  to  the  date 

cf  reissue  of  the  first  patent  which  was  August  5. 

° * > 

1975? 

I am  not  sure.  I do  remember  that  booklet  took 
some  days,  many  days  to  get  here.  It  came. very 
Close  to  the  end  cf  the  month.  Whether  I picked  it 
up  right  away  cr  within  a week  or  two,  I can’t 
remember.  My  recollection  is  that  I had  it  for 
seme  time  before  I looked  at  it. 


Do  you  have  the  notes  regarding that  conversation? 

No, 

Did  you  in  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Briody 
discuss  Space  War  and  its  relation  to  the  claims 
of  the  reissue  applications  which  were  not  in  the 
original  patents? 

MR. ANDERSON:  I object  to  the 
question  as  an  attorney-client  communication  subject 
to  the  attorney-client  privilege  and  work  product 
and  I instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer. 

MR.  WELSH;  Mr*  Anderson-, 

these  claims  at  the  time  of  that  conversation  were 
net  involved  in  this  litigation  and  I believe  it  is 
a proper  question  when  limited,  at  least  when 
limited  to  the  reissue  claims.  I believe  it  is 
also  proper  when  net  limited  to  the  reissue  claims, 
but  we  have  limited  the  question  now  to  the 
reissue  claims. 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  we  disagree 
Do  you  refuse  to  answer,  Mr.  Etlinger? 

Have  I been  instructed  by  my  attorney  net  to  answer? 

MR.  ANDERSON; * Yea,  you  have 


A, 


A . 


A. 


0. 


’IHE  WITNESS:  Then  I refuse 
to  answer  tne  question  based  cn  my  instructions 
from  my  attorney. 

When  V™  and  Mr.  Baer  were  considering  getting 
m touch  with  cutside  people  who  might  have  an 
interest  in  doing  something  commercially  with 
i l games , did  you  and  he  have  conversation  on 
commercializing  the  TV  game  as  a training  device? 
..elx,  i mentioned  yesterday  we  had  thought  about 
many  things,  but  we  decided  that  the  big  market 
and  the  bag  potential  was  the  commercial  field 
as  applied  to  TV  sets,  monitors  and  games. 

Even  though  you  made  that  decision,  did  you  prior 
to  it  give  consideration  to  commercializing  the 
Tv  game  concept  as  a training  device? 

Not  seriously. 

What  consideration  did  you  give  to  that? 

Well,  to  the  best  cf  my  recollection,  we  had 
discussed  all  the  potential  uses  cf  the  invention 
and  we  decided  to  go  after  the  market  I mentioned 
in  ny  previous  answer, 

has  the  use  cf  the  TV  game  as  a training  device 


one  of  the  potential  uses  cf  the  invention  which 


you  considered? 

I think  I have  answered  that  question  twice, 

Mr.  VJelsh.  I can't  answer  any  more  on  that 
question.  I have  already  given  you  an  answer 
twice  yesterday,  twice  today,  and  if  my  attorney 
doesn’t  say  it,  I feel  I am  being  harassed  for 
the  same  thing  four  times  in  a row.  I can't  give 
vou  any  ether  answers,  Mr.  Welsh.  We  looked  at 
it  and  we  decided  the  market  for  it  and  we  didn't 
do  anything  about  it  and  that  is  where  it  stood. 

Did  you  and/or  Mr.  Baer  discuss  the  use  of  the 
TV  gaming  concept  as  a training  device  with  anybody 
else  at  Sanders? - 
I don't  believe  so. 


Was  such  a use  one  cf  the  potential  uses  v?hieh  you 
considered  for  invention? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  the 

«, ..  .«*•«: , ti  =.  * rr.  ' ' ..  > 

witness  answered  that  question  several  times 

yesterday  and  today  and  he  has  so  indicated  as  he 

► ^ r ' - V **  \ 

dust  indicated  on  the  record  that  he  thinks  he 
answered  it  four  times  and  that  may  be;  but  he 
certainly  has  answered  the  question  both  yesterday 
end  today.  '*  - ■ 


MR.  WELSH;  Ha  has  avoided 
answering  the  question.  He  has  stated  that  he 
and  fir.  Eaer  considered  many  things,  they  discussed 
all  of  the  potential  uses  and  they  reached  a decision 
to  go  into  the  commercial  field.  He  has  not  said 
whether  the  use  of  the  game  as  - or  the  concept 
as  a training  device  was  cne  of  the  potential  uses 
he  and  Mr.  Baer  considered. 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Are  you  saying 
that  that  was  not  testified  to  yesterday? 

^ # t*  4*  ► 

MR.  WELSH:  I am. 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  I think 

* *■  * • 

ycu  are  in  error.  I will  permit  the  witness  to 


answer, 


THE  WITNESS:  Would  you  read 


the  question,  please? 


(Whereupon,  the  previous 
question  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter.) 


Ail  right;  I will  restate  the  question.  Was  the 
use  of  the  TV  gaming  concept  as  Js.  training  device 
cne  of  the  potential  uses  cf  the  invention  discussed 


by  '’ou  and  Hr.  Eaer? 


In  a general  way,  yes* 

In  what  general  way  did  you  and  Mr*  Baer  discuss 
the  use  of  the  TV  gaming  concept  as  a training 


device? 

VJhen  we  considered  what  were  the  potential 
ocssibilities  of  the  invention. 

MR.  HERBERT:  Could  I have  the 


answer  back? 


(Whereupon,  the  previous 
answer  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter. ) 

How  did  you  and  Hr.  Baer  consider  that  the  TV  gaining 
concept  would  ba  used  as  a training  device  or 
in  a training  device?  , 

MR.  AUDERSON:  I object,  the 
question  is  lacking  a foundation  or  it  is  ambiguous, 
one  of  the  two. 

Did  you  consider  that  the  TV  gaining  concept  was 
useful  in  training  apparatus? 

Well,  we  thought  that  we  could  in  some  way  make  it 
useful  for  training  apparatus. 


MR.  WELSH: 


please. 


Read  the  answer, 

(Whereupon,  the  previous 
answer  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter, ) 


In  what  way  did  you  think  it  could  be  made  useful 


in  training  apparatus? 

We  have  seme  patents  that  are  ancillary  to  these 
that  are  net  in  this  suit  which  involve  selections 
of  answers  put  up  on  a board,  cn  a TV  screen,  which 
you  can  receive  an  indication  if  you  get  a correct 
answer* 

Was  there  any  ether  v;ay  which  you  thought  the  TV 
gaming  concept  might  be  used  in  training  apparatus? 
I don't  think  ve  had  these  concepts  worked  cut, 

>b.  Welsh. 

Did  you  consider  the  possibility  cf  flight  or 
military  training  devices? 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to  the 
cue st ion  as  not  fixed  in  time,  I think  the 
record  is  becoming  ambiguous  as  to  what  time  you 
are  referring  to. 


MR.  WELSH t I am  still  referring 
to  the  time  when  Mr.  Baer  and  Hr.  Etlinger  were 
discussing  ways  to  commercialize  the  TV  game  concept, 
which  I understand  tc  be  around  early  1968  when  thev 
were  contacting  outside  people  such  as  TeleProrr.pter . 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I think  that  is 
a shift  in  the  time  frame  frcm  your  first  time  frame 
which  was,  I think,  set  in  the  context  cf  nrior  to 


talking  tc  anybody. 


MR.  WELSH:  Well,  I am  now 


setting  it  as  around  that  time. 


THE  WITNESS:  Would  you  read 


the  question,  please? 


(Whereupon,  the  previous 


ouestion  was  read  back 


by  the  reporter.) 


THE  WlMTESSt  In  just  a 

general  way,  we  never  worked  out  any  apparatus, 
never  did  any  design  work  cr  any  other  work  cr  made 
any  proposal  to  anyone  for  doing  so.  It  was  just 
a passing  discussion  on  the  general  potential 
ocssihilities  of  the  invention.  ^ 


Is  it  ycur  answer  that  in  a general  way  you  did 


consider  the  use  cf  the  TV  gaming  concept  in  a 
flight  cr  military  training  device? 

HR.  ANDERSON : I object, 
his  answer  is  what  the  court  reporter  took  down 
in  response  to  the  question.  And  if  you  want  to 
pose  vour  own  answer  that  is  up  to  ycu,  but  I 
think  if  ycu  want  to  ask  the  witness  another 
question,  ask  him  another  question  and  net  tell  him 
what  his  answer  was,  which  is  cf  record. 

Did  you  in  a general  way  consider  the  use  of  the 
TV  gaming  concept  as  a flight  cr  military  training 
device?  - . * 


MR.  ANDERSON:  That  is 
flight  cr  military  in  contrast  to  training 
generally,  which  has  been  asked  many  times 


a 


device 


and 


answered  several  times? 

THE  WITNESS:  I have  a problem 
in  your  question,  I don’t  know  what  you  mean  bv 


"in  a general  way,"  Mr.  Welsh* 

Ycu  answered  the  previous  question,  "in  a general 
way,"  and  it  wasn’t  clear  whether  there  was  tc  be 
a perrod  after  that  cr  whether*  in  a general  wav 


vc a vrerit 


cn  end  did  not 


make  any  specific 


proposals 


to  anyone* 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I object,  the 
record  will  show  if  there  is  a period  after  what  he 
said  and  if  the  record  is  wrong,  we  cen  correct  it. 

MR.  WELSH : Would  veu  read  that 
answer,  then,  and  tell  me  whether  you  put  a reried 
after  it? 


(Whereupon,  the  requested 
answer  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter.) 

Did  you  and  Mr.  Baer  consider  the  use  of  the 

TV  gaming  concept  as  a flight  cr  military  training 

device? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object,  I 
think  that  is  the  question  that  has  just  been  asked 
and  answered. 

MR.  WELSH:  He  didn’t  answer 

the  question. 

MR.  ANDERSON j You  asked  it 
and  he  gave  an  answer. 


MR.  WELSH:  He  rave  an  answer, 

ow  w 


but  he  didnft  answer  the  question# 

AiJDihsSON : He  gave*  as  I 

understand  the  reporter  read  it,  a specific  answer# 
**■  ..ruct  witness  now  to  answer  the  question, 
if  has  been  asked  and  answered. 


Mil.  WELSH:  He  merely  stated 
that  they  did  net  design  any  specific  apparatus, 
he  did  not  state  whether  they  considered  the 


possibility. 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I think  he  did. 


I heard  the  reporter  read  it.  . 

MR..  WELSH:  If  the  reporter 
had  put  a period  after  the  phrase,  "in  a general 
way,"  then  I agree  that  he  would  have  answered  the 
question;  but,  as  he  answered,  his  answer  was  not 
responsive  to  the  question. 

MR.. ANDERSON:  This  entire  line 
is  irrelevant  a3  far  as  I can  see  and  we  are  wasting 
a lot  of  tine  and  you  have  asked  the  same  questions 


ever  and  over  again, 


not  matting  answers* 


MR.  WELSH:  Only  because  I am 


HR.  ANDERSON: t You  are  getting 


answers.  Maybe  you  are  not  getting  the  answers 
you  think  you  would  like,  but  that  is  immaterial, 

MR.  WELSH:  He  can  answer  the 
question  yes  or  nc  and  he  evaded  answering  it  by 
referring  to  something  they  didn't  do, 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I absolutely 
disagree  with  that,  he  has  net  been  evading  answering 
any  question.  He  has  been  complete  in  ansv;ering 


those  questions. 


MR.  WELSH:  He  answered  the 


question  by  saying  he  did  not  do  something. 

- MR.  ANDERSON:  He  said  in  a 


general  way, 


HR.  WELSH:  He  said,  "in  a 


general  way,"  we  did  net  do  so-and-so.  He  did  not 
say  in  a general  x-jay,  period,  and  then  gc  on. 

HR.  ANDERSON:  lie  said  in  a 
general  xvay,  comma.  Now,  I don't  think  there  is 
any  difference  between  in  a general  way,  comma,  or 
in  a general  way,  perd.  New,  either  your  grammar 
is  weak  or  you  .have  something  that  you  are  just 
not  going  to  accomplish  in  the  deposition  with 
this  witness  or  perhaps  never,  but  I see  nc  difference 


between  xn  a general  w 9 ccntniaf  and  in  a general  \ 

/ m . , , 

u/  way , perd.  -Ou  have  ask^d  the  question  and  he  has 


answered  it,  the  record  speaks  for  itself. 

(Whereupon,  a recess 
was  taken. ) 


/;■' 


0.  When  you  and  Mr.  Basr  considered  the  use  of  the 

TV  gaming  concept  in  a general  way  as  a flight  or 
military  training  device,  how  did  you  contemplate 
the  concept  would  be  so  used? 

A.  I don’t  think  I used  the  term  flight  or  training 

device,  Mr.  Welsh. 

Q.  Flight  or  military  training  device? 

A.  I don’t  think  I used  the  term  flight  or  military 

training  device  either. 

Q.  ’Well,  the  question  that  had  been  asked  of  you  was 

if  you  and  Mr.  Baer  considered  the  use  of  the 
TV  gaming  concept  in  a flight  or  military  training 
device  and  your  answer  included  in  it  the 
phrase  in  a general  way. 

'*♦  Then  I am  sorry,  let  me  state  that  we  had  in  a 

general  way  - and  if  youw&nt  to  put  in  a period 
there,  be  ny  guest  - considered  various  applications 


cf  the  concepts  cf  the  inventions  involved  and  in 


<3.  vei  y i^ghx  and  cursory  way  went  even  the  things 
and  we  decided  that  we  would  approach  what  we 
considered  to  be  the  best  potential  market  and 
we  then  went  after  and  sought  after  licences. 
Referring  to  Exhibit  22-4b,  which  was  an  agreement 
signed  by  Mr.  Schlafly  of  TelePrompter , there 
appears  a reference  to  Ganders  television  gaming 
and  training  apparatus  or  methods,  what  was  meant 
by  training  apparatus  or  methods  there? 

. MR.  AMD  EE  SON : I object  tc 

W 

the  question  as  vague  and  ambiguous  and  lacking  a 
.foundation,  asking  for  speculation  cf  the  witness 
as  to  7 what  was  meant  by  a document  that  you  placed 
before  him.  Meant  to  whom? 

_ THE  WITNESS:  Mr.  Welsh,  I 
don't  know  if  this  is  either  the  title  cr  the  name 
as  contained  in  the  patents.  If  they  are,  then 
it  was  meant  to  cover  whatever  are  in  these  patent 
titles;  and,  if  you  would  make  those  available  to 
me,  I might  see  them.  Well,  here  is  Patent  he.  3,72 
the  title  is  Television  Gaming  ahd  Training  Apparatu 
We  did  have,  I think,  gome^ method  claims  in  one  of 


,480, 


these  patents.  As  far  as  I can  remember,  thi3 
covers  - the  attempt  there  was  to  cover  vjh&t  the 
patents  are  and  the  concepts  involved. 

Q.  Is  it  your  statement  that  training  apparatus  used 

in  Exhibit  22-4B  means  the  same  thing  as  it  means 
in  Patent  Nc.  - the  title  of  Patent  No.  3,728,480? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to  your 
question.  You  are  characterizing  what  you  think 
the  witness  stated.  The  record  makes  a record  of 
what  the  witness  stated  in  response  to  the  question. 
If  you  have  another  question,  ask  him  a new 
question.  " *' 

Q,  What  did  you  mean  by  training  apparatus  in 

Exhibit  2 2-43?  t ' : - : - * * 

MR. : ANDERSON:  The  witness  has 
already  answered  that  question  to  the  extent  that 
M training  apparatus”  is  a part  of  a larger  tern 
which  you  have  taken  out  of  context.  The  tern  is 
TV  gaming  and  training  apparatus  or  methods  in 
Exhibit  22-4B* 

THE  WITNESS : Well,  I don’t 
recall  what  I had  in  mind  on  Jun*  18,  1968,  . 

Mr.  Welsh . It  has  been  a long  tis>a 'ago.  U -ou  t 


Did  you  and  Kr.  Baer  ever  discuss  the  possibility 
of  using  the  TV  gaming  concept  as  a flight  training 


device? 


MR.  ANDERSON : If  you  recall. 
THE  WITNESS:  I don't  recall. 


Mr*  Welsh. 


What  was  the  purpose  of  filing  the  reissue 


applications? 


MR.  ANDERSON : I object  to  the 


question  as  speculative,  opinion,  attorney-client 
privilege,  work  product; and  I instruct  the  witness 
net  to  answer  that  question  in  that  form. 

Was  there  any  purpose  for  filing  the  reissue 
applications  other  than  these  set  cut  in  the 
declarations  cf  the  applications? 

Net  that  I am  aware  cf.  - 

Were  the  reissue  applications  discussed  with 
an  examiner  in  the  Patent  Office  prior  to  the  filing 
cf  those  applications? 

Yes.  r - . c - • 

What  examiner  were  they  discussed  w’ith? 

I don't  know.  I don't  remember  the  examiner.  ■ 

Did  you  have  anything  to  dc  with  the  decision  that 


the  reissue  applications  be  discussed  with  an 


A. 

Q* 


n . 

x * 


A. 


Q. 


Q, 


examiner  in  the  Patent  Office  before  the  filing  of 
these  applications? 

Yes. 

What  did  ycu  have  tc  dc  with  that  decision? 

As  manager  cf  the  department  and  the  attorney 
responsible  fer  its  cperaticrij  i think  X could  have 
decided  whether  or  net  the  discussion  would  be 
held . 

Were  you  the  one  who  made  tne  decision? 


f 

r 

I 

! 


HR.  ANDERSON:  I object  tc 
tbc  qu est-.cn  3. s attorney-client  privixGj^^  cind 
work  product  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  posed. 

I will  instruct  the  witness  net  tc  answer  the 

question  in  that  form. 

Are  you  aware  of  any  purpose  for  the  applications 
for  the  reissue  patents  being  discussed  with  the 
examiner  prior  to  the  filing  of  those  applications? 


I am  responsible  for  what  gees  on  in  my  departme 
and  I ' would  have  to  answer  yes. 

What  was  the  purpose  of  discussing  the  applications 
with,  the  examiner  prior  tc  the  filing  of  the  . 
applications? 


I am  net  sure  of  any  specific  purpose*  I would  have 
tc  assume  that  the  discussion  was  held  to  determine 
what  the  attitude  cf  the  Patent  Office  might  be, 
tut  I have  no  specific  recollection  cf  that. 

Did  you  have  any  discussions  with  hr.  Williams  cr 
”r.  Seligman  prior  to  the  meeting  with  the  examiner? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to  the 
question  as  being  in  the  alternative,  also  vague 
and  ambiguous  in  that  Mr.  Seligman  works  for 
Mr.  Et linger  and  I presume  he  had  some  discussions 
with  Mr.  Seligman  many  times  prior  tc  that  cn 
many  different  subjects. 

Who  attended  the  discussions  w^th  the  examiner? 
p g ^ P i e v e it  was  Mr.  Viilliams  and  ar . ^elig^ian  . 

Did  either  of  them  discuss  the  matter  of  meeting 
with  the  examiner  regarding  the  reissue  applications 
with  ycu  prior  to  their  attending  tha  meeting? 

I must  have  talked  to  Mr.  Seligman  about  it. 

Ycu  actually  had  tc  authorize  him  to  do  it,  did 
you  r.ct? 

That  is  correct. 

Whose  idea  was  it  to  conduct  such  a meeting  with 
the  Patent  Office  examiner  regarding  the  reissue 


applications  ? 


MR.  ANDERSON : I object  to 


the  question  as  work  product  and  attorney-client 
privilege  and  instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer. 

Were  any  changes  made  in  the  reissue  applications 
after  the  meeting  with  the  examiner? 

I don’t  know,  Mr.  Welsh. 

Did  you  receive  a report  as  to  what  occurred  at  the 
meeting?  ~ • 

Well,  I would  assume  that  Mr.  Seligman  gave  me  a 
verbal  report  when  he  came  back. 

You  don’t  recall? 

I don’t  recall  the  details  of  it,  no. 

Do  you  recall  anything  about  what  he  said  occurred 

i 

at  the  meeting  with  the  examiner? 

No,  I don’t  recall  the  details. 

Did  you  ever  consider  the  question  of  making 
a record  in  the  reissue  application  files  the 
fact  that  a meeting  was  held  with  the  examiner  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  applications? 

Not  that  I remember,  Mr.  Welsh. 


Was  anyone  else  other  than  ycu  involved  in  the 


decision  to  meet  with  the  examiner  regarding  the 


reissue,  applications  prior  to  their  filing? 

I have  trouble  answering  your  question  because  T 
am  net  so  sure  what  you  mean  Ly  it . 

Did  you  consult  with  anyone  regarding  whether  to 
have  a meeting  with  the  examiner  regarding  the 
reissue  applications  before  they  were  filed? 

I believe  so. 

Whc  did  you  consult  with? 

Mr.  Williams* 

Anyone  else? 

Not  that  I remember  offhand. 

I hand  you  now  what  was  marked  as  Exhibit  22-20  and 
ask  if  that  is  familiar  to  you? 

1 £ S . . ■ . . ’ > . , . ■ 

How  is  it  familiar  to  you? 

To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  I think  this  is  a 
draft  for  the  possible  agenda  for  discussions  with 
TelePrcmpter. 

Was  a final  version  of  the  possible  agenda  ever 
prepared?  r - , 

Yes*  , 


Is  that  Exhibit  2 2-18  and  19,  the"  final  version? 


T believe  sc. 

Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  this  draft. 

Exhibit  22-20? 

Yes. 

What  did  you  have  to  dc  with  it? 

I think  I prepared  it. 

Referring  to  Section  II  marked  "Joint  Venture"  on 
Exhibit  22-20,  appears  the  statement,  "Sanders 
Supplies,"  and  then  under  No.  3 there,  "Bills  and 
Supplies  Devices."  What  devices  did  you  have  in  mind 
there?  * * » 

Well,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  we  were 
considering  a whole  series  cf  devices  which  would 
be  useful  or  required  in  the  CATV  field. 

% ‘ ' t . f*  - * - 

Did  that  include  TV  gaming  apparatus? 

It  may  have. 

Wasn’t  that  the  whole  purpose  of  meeting  with 
TelePrompter , to  interest  someone  in  commercializing 
the  TV  gaming  development  cf  Sanders? 

That  was  one  cf  the  purposes,  Mr.  Welsh,  but  we 
had  a much  broader  range  of  discussions,  as  you  can 
determine  from  these  documents. 


r 

X ♦ 


This  did  contemplate,  did  it  not,  that  Sanders  . 


wculd  build  and  supply  the  TV  gamin£  devices? 

It  certainly  was  part  of  the  discussions  and 
explorations. 

- ‘R  * WLLS1I:  May  I have  that 

answer,  please? 


Q*. 


Q. 


(U hereupon , trhe  previous 
answer  was  read  back 

# j i ♦ wm  a * tf  x M 

by  the  reporter #) 


To  whom  were  the  devices  referred  to  in  this 
part  numbered  II,  Mo.  3,  of  Exhibit  22-20? 

HR.  ANDERSON : Read  the 

question,  please? 

v#T*y  . hnV# 

(Whereupon,  the  previous 
VTii  i * rv©«  ic  v»r «i  e d-raft? 

question  was  read  back 

by  the  reporter.) 

flM  ..4ve  &sk«d  th»  cr 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I objectto  the 

question,  I don't  understand  it  at  all.  It  doesn’t 
make  any  sense. 

Thct  section  of  this  letter  or  this  document  under 


oinu  vanture  states , "Sanders  Supplies,”  and  then 
under  3 under  that,  "Bills  and  Supplies  Devices."  To 


3u 


f«-DS 


"T 


//^V  !■  i]  t. 


MV 

‘i-m- 


i 


whom  were  these  devices  to  be  supplied? 

A.  Well,  if  we  cculd  find  something  that  was  needed  and 

Tele Prompter  and  Sanders  thought  it  was  feasible 
to  dc , these  devices  would  be  supplied  to  the  CATV 
market . 

0.  Was  Exhibit  22-20  prepared  prior  to  Exhibit  22-13? 

A.  I can't  be  certain,  Mr.  Walsh,  it  is  undated. 

0.  Well,  I believe  you  stated  it  was  a draft  cf  the 

final  version?  i 

A.  It  was  a draft  of  some  thoughts  that  we  cr  I 

had  in  submitting  an  agenda  to  TelePrcmpter. 

0.  So  it  must  have  been  dons  prior  to  submitting 

i 

that  agenda? 

A.  It  cculd  very  well  have 'been* 

0.  Was  it  not  prior,  if  it  were  a draft? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to 

the  question.  You  have  asked  the  question  of 
this  witness’s  knowledge  and  lie  has  testified  and 
I think  any  further  examination  is  redundant  and 
improper . 

: THE  WITNESS:  Are  you  looking 

- for  an  answer?  • u *;vl  - 


MR.  WELSH:  Yes. 


reread  the  question 


MR*  ANDERSON:  Well,  then. 


(//hereupon,  the  previous 
question  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter.) 

^ • 

THE  WITNESS:  And  I answered 
veu  before,  it  could  very  well  have  been  prior 
since  it  was  a draft,  Nr.  V.7elsh.  I have  no 
specific  recollection  eight  years  later. 

Do  you  have  any  belief  as  to  whether  it  was  prior? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  You  r.av  answer, 


if  you  can. 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I will  object 

only  cr  the  grounds  of  irrelevance. 

THE;  WITNESS:  I can  make  that 


assumption. 

Do  ycu  have  any  belief? 
Yes. 


What  is  that? 

I think  it  was  done  before, 

X hand  you  r.cw  Exhibit  22-22,  23 'and  24  and  ask 
ycu  if  you  are  familiar  with  those? 


A. 


Q . 


0. 


A. 


Q. 


A. 

Q • 

A. 


Q* 

A, 

Q. 

A. 


Well,  it  looks  like  a draft:  of  some  "thoughts  we 
had  on  the,  or  I had,  on  the  discussions  with 
TelePrcmpter * 

Did  you  prepare  those  documents? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  If  you  recall. 

, THE  WITNESS:  I believe  I did. 
And  did  you  prepare  them  prior  to  the  preparation 
of  Exhibit  22-18?  - - 

I think  sc,  Mr.  Welsh*  I have  no  specific 
recollection. 

i " r ' i “ ' **■  _ - 1 , +■  £»  *•  - 

v ‘ ^ % 

Now,  referring  to  Exhibit  22-25  to  22-33,  did  vou 
have  anything  to  do  with  the  preparation  cf  these 
documents?  • ' - 1 . - . 

I believe  sc,  Mr*  Welsh. 

Could  you  tell  us  what  these  documents  are? 

Well,  they  fit  in  the  same  category  as  the  cther 
ones.  Drafts,  seme  thoughts  cn  the  possible 
agenda  for  discussions  with  TelePrcmpter . 

And  were  they  your  thoughts? 

Pardon  me? 

• * ■ * > <»'  ^4  » . . , t I"*  s T. 

And  were  they  your  thoughts? 

Well,  probably,  working  in  cooperation  with 


Mr.  Baer. 


Did  vcu 
them  to 
I would 
Did  you 
you  had 


furnish  any  of  these  drafts  cr  copies  cf 
T s 1 e Prompter ? 

say  no,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
have  these  drafts  with  you  at  any  meetings 
with  TelePrcmpter? 


I don't  remember,  Mr.  Walsh. 

MR.  WELSH:  I would  like  to 
ask  the  reporter  to  mark  this  two-page  letter  as 
Exhibit  56. 


(Whereupon,  Exhibit  56  was 
marked  for  identification.) 


I hand  you  what  has  been  marked  as  Exhibit  56 
which  was  produced  on  behalf  of  Magnavox  and 
Sanders  in  response  to  requests  for  documents  and 
ask  ycu  if  that  is  familiar  to  ’you? 


Yes. 


Would  ycu  identify  what  the  document  is  for  the 
record? 

Well , it  is  a letter  from  Mr.  Bricdy  addressed  to 
me  dated  August  30,  1974. 

Dees  it  constitute  an  agreement  between  Magnavox 
and  Sanders? 


MR.  ANDERSON: 


I object  to 


the  question  as  asking  for  opinion.  The  document 
speaks  for  itself. 

ThL  WITNESS:  The  document 

says  sublicense  agreement  between  Sanders  Associates 
and  Nagnavox  Company, 

Q.  Was  anything  ever  done  by  Sanders  in  furtherance 

cf  this  agreement? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to 

* ' 1 * A « >»  4 r 

the  auestion  as  ambiguous.  'What  do  you  mean  in 
furtherance  cf  the  agreement?  The  document  speaks 
for  itself. 

THE  WITNESS:  I don’t  understand 
the  question,  Mr.  Welsh. 

Q.  Did  Sanders  do  anything  with  respect  to  the 

agreement  after  it  was  entered  into? 

. . MR.  ANDERSON:  You  mean  other 

than  file  it?  I don't  understand  the  question. 

Q.  Did  Sanders  do  anything  in  performance  under  the 

agreement? 

A..  I still  don’t  understand  the  question,  Mr.  Welsh. 

0 . Did  Sanders  make  and  use  a working  prototype  of 

• * ■*’ 

a coin-operated  video  game  referred  to  in  the 


agreement:? 


A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  Sanders  pay  Magnavcx  the  royalty  cf  $50  referred 

to  in  the  agreement? 

A.  I am  net  sure  how  that  was  handled,  whether  it  was 

an  offset  against  royalty  payments  from  Magnavox 
cr  net. 

0.  How  did  Sanders  use  the  working  prototype? 

A*  I think  it  was  used  for  test  purposes. 

0.  What  type  cf  tests? 

Ai  I have  ric  direct  knowledge  cf  how  it  was  used, 

♦ this  was  handled  by  Mr.  Baer,  but  I believe  ha 

placed  it  in  seme  installation  to  sea  what  the 
outlie  response  was  to  it. 

Q,  Has  Sanders  ever  made  mere  than  one  model  of 

such  fame? 

A.  Yes,  I think  they  made  a small  quantity. 

0.  What  type  cf  a game  was  it? 

A,  I really  don’t  know,  I don't  believe  I have  seen 

the  test  games,  but  they  are  a commercial  type 
coin  game.  Hockey  cr  something  like  that, 

Q.  Were  ail  cf  the  small  quantity  of  games  made  the 
same  cr  were  they  different  games? 


A. 

Q. 


A. 


r> 


♦ 


A. 


A, 


n 


♦ 


A. 


Q. 


A 


Q« 


A. 

0. 

t 

*■  - # 


Q 


I really  don’t  know  that  either,  Mr*  Welsh ♦ 
Other  than  test  such  games,  has  Sanders  dene 
anything  else  with  respect  to  them? 

I have  a.  problem  with  the  question,  Mr.  Welsh* 
I don’t  understand  what  ycu  are  referring  to. 
Did  Sanders  ever  go  into  production  cf  such 
games? 

No. 

Was  a decision  made  not  to  go  into  production? 


Yes. 


What  was  that  decision? 

Net  to  go  into  production.  . , 

Did  you  nave  anything  to  do  with  the  decision? 

It  was  not  my  decision. 

Whose  decision  was  iO  ? 

That  was  a management  decision. 

Who  in  management  made  the  decisi.cn? 

I guess  it  mus a have  been  the  president  cf  the 
corporation  or  another  high  executive. 

Were  ycu  informed  of  the  reason  why  the  decision 
was  made? 


MR.  AWDEKSON:  Ycu  may  answer 


that  yes  or  no 


n 


. 


Q « 


A. 


Q. 


A. 

0. 


THE 


w. 


n ' Ht’op 
. i ii  J^ub 


lie. 


f}0 


nc 


you  know  why  it  was  d 
t produce,  a ccin-cpera 

MR . 


ecuded  that  Sanders  would 
tsd  video  game? 

ANDERSON ; Answer  that 


yes  or  no. 

THE  WITNESS : Ho. 

Were  you  involved  in  any  discus siens  regarding 
the  rue st ion  as  to  whether  or  not  to  go  into 
production? 

I had  some  discussions  with  Ralph,  but  I did  net 
get  in  on  the  management  discussions. 

And,  in  your  discussions  with  Mr.  Baer,  did  he  state 
any  reasons  for  Sanders  net  going  into  production 
of  the  coin-operated  video  game? 

Hot  that  I remember.  Its  Welsh. 

Do  you  know  whether  he  made  any  recommendation  to 
management  with  respect  to  going  into  production 
on  the  coin-operated  game? 


A 


0 • 


Yes. 

What  was  that  recommendation? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  I 

object,  Mr.  Welsh,  it  is  hearsay  as  to  this 

wi tness . 


It  is  also  business  confidential  and  I 


instruct  the  witness  net  to  answer. 


'id  he  tell  you  whet  th 


;e  recommendation  was? 


Who  s e r eccmmendat ic-n  ? 


wr . Baer’s  recommendation. 


MR.  AMBER SOU : Did  Mr.  Baer 
tell  Mr.  Etlinger  what  Mr.  Baer’s  recommendation 


to  somebody  else  was? 


HR.  WELSH:  Yes. 


MR.  ANDERSON:  You  can  answer 


that  vss  or  no. 


THE  WITNESS : Would  you  repeat 


the  question,  nlease? 


(Whereupon,  the  previous 
ouesticn  was  read  back 


by  the  reporter.) 


THE  WINTESS:  Yes. 

What  was  the  substance  cf  your  discussion  with 
Mr.  Baer  regarding  the  coin-operated  game? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  You  have  asked 
that  question  and  I have  objected  to  it  and  I 
instructed  the  witness  not  tc  answer  it  in 
substantially  tne  same  form  as  you  are  now  trying 


v.o  ask  i v.  and  I object  fcr  the  same  reasons  and 
i>. struct  t*»e  witness  not  to  answer  For  ^"he  same 


reasons  * 


hid  hr.  Baer  state  to  you  the  reasons  for  his 
recommendation  to  .management  with  respect  to  going 
into  production  on  the  coin-operated  video  game? 

i'IR.  ANDERSON:  You  can  ansv;er 


that  yes  or  no. 


TEE  WITNESS:  Yes. 
What  were  those  reasons? 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  and 
instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer  for  the  same 
reasons  that  I have  objected  and  instructed  the 
witness  not  to  answer  tne  other  two  times  you  have 
tried  to  ask  basically  the  same  question. 

Did  Mr.  Baer  tall  ycu  the  results  of.  the.  testing 
of  the  coin-operated  videogame? 

MR . ANDERSON : I think  you 
can  answer  that  question  yes  or  no,  if  j understood 
the  question.  Would  you  like  the  question  read? 

THE  WITNESS:  I can* t remember 
the  question.  • * • r - 


MR.  ANDERSON: 


Read  the  question 


( 'thereupon , the  previous 
question  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter.) 

THE  WITNESS:  I will  answer  the 
question  this  way,  Mr.  Welsh;  he  made  seme  general 
remarks,  I never  did  have  a detailed  discussion  with 
him  cn  any  specific  results. 

What  were  the  general  remarks? 

That  it  was  doing  well  cr  not  doing  well,  nothing 
further  than  that. 

Was  it  doing  well? 

Sometimes  yes  and  sometimes  no. 

Did  he  state  when  it  was  doing  v?ell  and  when  it 
wasn ’ t? 

Just  general  things. 

> MR.  WELSH:  Mr.  Andersen, 

I wonder  if  the  information  or  ths  answers  to  the 
questions  which  you  have  instructed  the  witness 
not  to  answer  do  not  fall  within  our  protective 
order? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Yes,  they  may, 
although  I understand  in  the  past  you  have  had 
discussions  over  the  applicability  of  the  protective 


order  to  discovery  depositions*  I was  net  privy 
to  these  conversations.  I think  if  you  want  to  try 
tc  work  out  a way  to  give  you  that  information  - - - 

HR.  WELSH : Off  the  record. 


(Discussion  off  the  record. ) 

HR.  ANDERSON:  I will  state  cn 
the  record  that  we  have  agreed  that  Hr.  Welsh  can 
ask  Mr.  Etlinger  certain  of  these  business  confident: 
questions  and  that  beginning  with  the  next  question 
until  we  instruct  the  reporter  to  the  contrary, 
the  questions  ana  answers  and  dialogue  will  be 
taken  under  the  protective  order,  transcribed 
separately  and  sealed  until  it  is  released  in 
accordance  with  the  protective  order  that  already 
exists,  treating  that  portion  of  the  transcript 
as  if  it  were  a document  produced  under  the 
orctective  order;  is  that  agreeable  with  all  three 


4i 


lawyers? 


HR.  WELSH:  Yes. 


HR.  HERBERT;  Yes. 

HR.  ANDERSON:  Please  ncte 


hat  all  three  attorneys  agree  with  that  statement; 


Flannery  and  Mr 


Herbert • 


namely,  Mr.  Welsh,  Mr. 


(Whereupon, 


the  following  questions  and  colloquy 


were  taken  pursuant  to  the  protective  order. 
Subsequent  to  the  completion  cf  this  portion, 
it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  it  need  net 
be  taken  under  the  protective  order  and  could  be 
placed  in  the  transcript  as  fellows.) 


Mr*  Ftlinger,  What  was  the  substance  cf  the 
discussion  with  Mr.  Baer  regarding  the  coin-cperated 
video  game  'which  Sanders  built  and  tested? 

0.‘  * , 4 • « m 

I have  a problem  with  the  question  "because  it is 
directed  to  a single  discussion,  one  particular 
discussion.  There  were  more  than  one. 

How  many  were  there? 

I don’t  know  how  many  there  were,  I don't  remember, 
but  there  was  more  than  one. 

Over  what  period  of  time  did  they  occur? 

Over  a year  or  a year  and  a half,  something  like 
that . 

Could  you  tell  us  generally  what  Mr.  Baer  told  you 
about  the  game  and  the  testing  starting  with  ycur 


first  discussion? 


A 


n 

-< 


A* 


Q. 


A. 


V . 


A. 

Q. 


A. 


n 

v 


I car. 1 1 remember  specific  discussions  mnd,  if  I 
am  answer  the  question  by  relating  discussions, 

I Cc n ' t be  cf  much  help  to  you.  If  you  want  to  ask 
me  specific  questions,  X will  be  very  haopy  to 
answer  them. 

* / • 

well , V7hat  did  the  testing  cf  the  game  consist  of? 
From  what  I have  been  told,  it  was  placing  it 
in  some  location  and  seeing  how  much  - how  manv 
times  it  was  played. 

Was  there  only  one  game  placed  out  on  some  location? 
I think  there  were  a few.  Soma  small  quantity. 

Did  you  have. some  other  arrangement  with  the 
Magnavox  Company  with  respect  to  the  additional 
games  other  than  the  one  specific  prototype  referred 
to  in  Exhibit  56?  , 

Mot  that  I remember*  . r 

What  did  Mr.  Baer  state  was  his  recommendation  to 
management  with  respect  to  the  coin-onerated 
video  games? 


I think  Mr.  Baer  raised  a question  of  Sanders 
building  and  producing  games. 

Did  he  just  raise  the  question  or  did  .he  make  the 
recommendation  that  Sanders  do  build  and  produce  game 


b? 


'he  recommendation  7, 1 , 

* . /.aisn,  was  net  made  to 


did  he  tell  you  what  it  was? 

rrom  the  circumstances  and  o 

miKA  u^bgusSx'wHo j h®  made 

<3.  j?ecoiuinenda.'t 2.cn  tre  ppt  -f-v, ^ , 

L heu  -lhcC  me  game  business# 

did  he  tell  you  why  Sanders  did  net  get  into  the 

game  business? 

* 

He  told  me  that  the  management  had  turned  it  down, 
did  he  make  a recommendation  tc  get  into  the 
business  after  the  testing? 

I-R.  ANDERSON:  I object  tc 
t j "2  entire  line  as  hearsay  and  double  hearsay  in 
several  cases.  You  can  answer,  if  you  knew. 

ThE  WITNESS:  As  I mentioned 
before,  this  tcck  place  ever  many  months,  Mr.  Welsh, 
I don't  recall  whether  the  recommendation  v;as  made 
before  or  done  concurrently. 

Did  Mr*  Baer  tell  you  the  reasons  stated  by 
management  for  not  getting  into  the  video  games? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Again  I object 
on  the  grounds  cf  double  hearsay. 

The  coin-operated  video  game  business. 


A 


I don't  believe  so. 


Mr.  Welsh 


“c  -rou  *1<iV3  an!/  idea  as  to  why  management  decided 
net  to  gat  into  the  coin-operated  video  game 
business? 

MR.  ANDERSON : I object  on 
the  ground  of  speculation  and  lack  cf  a foundation, 
The  only  thing  I can  say,  Mr.  Welsh,  is  apparently 
they  didn't  thank  at  was  for  us.  Whatever  reasons 
they  were  not  communicated  to  me  as  far  as  I 
remember.  X really  don't  knew  what  the  management 
reasons  xvere.  It  could  be  it  wasn't  a product 

« • 

that  they  wanted  to  market  or  a host  cf  reasons, 
but  they  were  net  communicated  to  me. 

MR.  WELSH:  » Let's  break  for 
lunch.  - ■ ■ *r  ; 

*+*  # . ~ ^ ; t_  I 

- • * --  . « . 'i  ' . 

(Whereupon,  the  luncheon 

‘ ' % * v-  ‘ 

recess  xcas  taken.) 

(By  Mr.  VJelsh)  Was  any  cf  the  coin-operated 
video  £ames  ether  than  the  prototype  referred  to 
in  Exhibit  56  manufactured  by  Sanders  under  a 
license  from  Magnavcx? 

HR.  ANDERSON:  Will  you 

read  the  question,  please?  t~v  • , -v  t T w •'  ' tm 


( Wh**r«aupon f the  previous 
qua^tion  was  read  back 


by  the  reporter.) 

MK#  ANdKKSON:  A^e  we  out  from 
uudcM’  tha  [UN3( csotiva  o relax*  right  now? 


far  l Know* 


rervuv) « 


Ml*«  WKLSii:  Yes  , vie  are,  as 

■ ) - - 

MR.  FLANNERY:  Off  the 


(Discussion  off  the  record.) 


MR. 


ANDERSON : 


Mr.  Weis] 


In  vi*w  of  the  fact  that  you  are  net  leaving  the 
ciuE’itfct  of  this  management  decision,  and  in  view 
of  what:  hau  been  a shed  and  what  testimony  has 
h«c»h  given,  I think  we  can  waive  the  conf identiality 
of  that  portion  that  we  had  ’just  before  lunch  and 
let  t ha  reporter  run  the  whole  tiling  through 


UP  ana led . 


all  right. 


■ 1 if  I lenity 


MR.  WELSH:  Fine,  that  is 

’ » it'.*.  r *d  like  to 

THE  WITNESS:  -X  am  having 
answering  ycur  question,'  but  I will  try. 


v.l-.eva  Mr.  Bricdy  end  T had  further1 

c.isoussions  on  additional  units  under  the  license 
and  if  tnv  memory  serves  me  correctly,  that  they 
were  tc  be  dene  on  the  same  terms. 

Were  royalty  payments  made  fer  those  additional 
machines? 

HR.  ANDERSON:  I object,  what 

additional  machines? 

MR.  WELSH:  Ths  ones  that 
they  made  in  addition  tc  the  single  prototype 
mentioned  in  Exhibit  56. 

THE  WINTESS:  I think  I 

answered  that  question  this  morning,  but  I will 
answer  it  again.  I don’t  know  how  things  were 
dvjne,  there  may  have  been  a set-off.  Magnavcx  pays 
us  money,  it  nay  have  bean  put  in  as  a credit. 

There  were  not  any  ether  agreements  with  respect 
to  these  oth<^r  machines,  however,  were  there? 

No,  I think  we  had  a verbal  agreement,  as  I 
mentioned  this  morning,  we  made  just  a few  of  them. 

MR.  WELSH:  I’d  like  to 
request.  Nr.  Anderson,  any  documents  which 
■fagnavox  or  Sanders  has  relating  to  the  construction 


of  these 


ccm-operated  viueo  games,  the  testing  of 


than  and  any  communications  between  Magnavox  and 
^cinders  relating  to  than.  Also  we  request  any 
documents  referring  or  relating  to  the  decision 
to  cro  into  productxon  on  *tnc  coin— cr)/?r'2.'t6d 
video  games? 

MR • AiIDERSON : All  right;  we 

» 

will  take  it  under  advisement. 

MR.  WELSH:  When  can  you  tell 
us,  Mr.  Andersen,  because  cf  the  shortness  of  the 
remaining  discovery  time? 

MR.  ANDERSON : Well,  we  will 
have  to  make  a search  and  investigate  it  and  I 
would  really  like  to  have  the  r equest  in  either 
a letter  or  have  the  transcript  sc  I know  that  I 
have  it  precisely  right.  Do  you  want  to  give  me 
a letter  Friday  and  I will  try  to  have  seme  answer 
for  you  when  we  resume  next  weak?  I question  the 
relevancy  cf  what  you  are  sstcing  for.  v. n whe. l 


the or v do  you  believe  that 


any  of  this  is  relevant 


to  ~nv  issue  in  the  litigation? 

MR.  FLANNERY:  Well,  I think 

* 4-  ,* s relevant  for  a couple  cf  issues.  One  is  the 


Q. 


claims  and  second  is  the  misuse  of 

the  patents . 


UK#  ANDERSON : J p;uess  Idon^ 


understand  in  that 


general  sense  how  it  is  relevant 
to  either  one  of  these. 


'ic.ni:  rvcnx  the 

letter,  the  sublicense  agreement,  Mr.  Anderson, 
states  that  these  coin-operated  games  must  be 
covered  by  three  of  the  patents  that  were  licensed 
under  the  Saftders-Magnavox  license  agreement. 


MR.  ANDERSON:  Anything  else? 

MR.  FLANNERY : That  is  all  I 
can  think  of  right  now. 

iV * “'t linger,  was  a determination  made  as  to  the 
second  condition  stated  in  Exhibit  56  in  the  second 
paragraph,  that  three  or  mere  of  the  video  game 
patents  included  in  the  January  27,  1972,  license 
agreement  between  the  Magnavcx  Company  and  Sanders 
Associates  cover  your  new  coin-operated  video 
game? 

THE  WITLESS:  Just  give  me  the 
first  four  or  five  words  at  the  beginning  of  that 
question. 


(Whereupon,  the  previous 
question  was  read  back 


Q. 

A. 

0. 

A. 


Q. 

A. 


by  the  reporter.) 

THL  WITNESS:  I think  we 
assumed  that  they  did,  Mr.  Welsh. 

“'.hut  patients  dad  you  assume  covered  the  coin— operated 

♦>  r>  j * 

video  game? 

Are  you  asking  me  at  the  time  of  this  letter? 

I don’t  remember  at  the  time  cf  this  letter. 

When  you  said  you  assumed  that  at  least  three  patents 

■aXu  • ■» 

At  that  time  we  found  no  problem,  we  found  no 
problem  with  the  fact  that  there  were  three  patents 
covering  it.  I don’t  remember  which  ones  at  the 
time,  whether  we  locked  into  it  cr  didn't  look  info 
it,  but- we  had  nc  problem  with  this  condition  at 

-ii 

CU  -L  _1_  « » 

~ % 

When  you  say  we,  do  you  mean  Sanders? 

I had  nc  problem  with  it. 

Did  Mr.  Seligman  have  anything  to  dc  with  this 
ogre  ement? 

hO.  ^ ■ « 


r\ 

■<  • 


Deferring  to  Exhibit  44,  the  agreement  of  January  27 


between  the  Magnavcx  Ccmp&ny  and  Sanders 
Associates  and  more  specifically  paragraph  E of 
Article  4 which  reads  — — — 


MR.  ANDERSON:  Mavbe  we  ought 


to  go  off  the  record. 


(Discussion  off  the  record.) 


"Sanders  snail  have  the  right  tc  approve  the  terms 
■End  conditions  of  all  sublicense  agreements  which 
approval  shall  net  unreasonably  be  withheld 
provided  that  in  any  sublicense  agreement  wherein 
the  cash  payment  under  Article  5,  Sections  land  2, 
and  royalty  rates  are  at  least  one-half  of  these 
set  forth  in  Articles  5 and  6,  Sanders  shall  net 
have  such  right  of  approval.”  Who  suggested  that 
that  prevision  be  included  in  the  license  agreement? 


MR.  ANDERSON:  You  may  answer, 


if  you  know. 


THE  WITNESS:  I think  I did, 
Mr.  Welsh,  but  it  is  hard  to  say,  we  had  so  many 
drafts  go  back  and  forth. 

Was  it  net  suggested  on  the  part  of  somebody  on 


behalf  of  Sanders? 


a i ‘ ‘ 


Nell,  I answered  vcur  question,  I did. 

Why  was  that  provision  included? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  vou  are  referi 
now  tc  Article  Roman  numeral  IV,  subsection  E in 
its  entirety? 

MR.  WELSH:  Yes. 

TEE  WITNESS:  Well,  I may  nc 
recall  the  specific  reasons  at  the  time.  One  cf 
the  things  I think  was  that  tc  the  extent  that  we 


had  the  right  tc  approve,  which  is  very  limited 
here,  we  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  licensee  were 
granted  properly  with  respect  tc  the  law  and  that 
there  would  be  proper  treatment  under  the  law. 

Do  vcu  remember  any  ether  reasons? 


■*  7 _ \ , 

it  o # * ■ 

Was  there  any  business  reason? 

Business  reason? 

Yas.  —t  ' 

None  that  I can  remember. 

Was  cne  cf  the  reasons  that  you  desired  to  approve 
the  parties  that  might  be  granted  sublicenses? 

No,  there  is  nothing  in  hers  about  approving  parties  , 
nor  does  it  give  any  rights  to  us  to  approve  parties. 


Referring  again  to  the  coin-operated  video  games* 
the  subject  o f exhibit  5C,  are  any  cf  those  games 
still  in  existence? 

I really  don’t  know. 

Was  the-r-  a business  reason  for  including  in  the 
licensing  agreement  with  Magnavox,  Exhibit  44,  the 
right  for  Hagnavox  to  grant  sutliecr.scs? 

‘ ‘r*  •••elsh,  I have  a little  problem,  I don't  understan 
completely  what  you  mean  by  a business  reason, 
hal 1 , was  there  any  reason  for  granting  Earnavox 
the  right  to  grant  sublicenses? 

It  became  a matter  of  negotiation,  alsc  since  they 
wore  m the  industry,  they  were  in  the  best  position 
to  seek  licenses  and  grant  them. 

Upon  the  granting  of  sublicenses,  Magna vex  no 

*■  ^ * > # 

longer  is  an  exclusive  licensee,  is  it? 

MR.  ANDERSON : X object  to 
the  question.  It  is  vague  and  ambiguous;  I don't 
understand  it,  and, if  anything,  the  document  speaks 


for  itself. 


j.hr  WITNESS:  I don’t  understand 


the  question  either,  if  you  are  v;aiting  for  an  answer 
Well,  did  you  consider  whether*  it  was  more 


Q. 


A. 


advantageous  to  hove  Magna vex  as  an  exclusive 
Uc^nse*  cr  to  have  Magnavox  able  to  grant  sublicense ^ 
to  others? 

MR.  ANDERSON:  Well,  I object 
to  the  question,  I don't  think  these  are  alternative: 

— - i - Uj»dsi  s »SRd  that  cu&sticn*  I think  it  is 

ambiguous.  It  is  couched  in  language  that  is 
being  misused  in  some  way. 

TilE  WITNESS:  I don't  understand 

the  question  either. 


Did  you  net  consider  whether  it  wa 


s advantageous  - 


more  advantageous  tc  have  Magna vox  as  an  exclusive 
licensee  rather  than  have  Magnavox  become  a non- 
exclusive licensee  upon  the  granting  of  sublicenses? 
I don't  understand  that  question  either,  Mr.  Welsh. 

MR.  ANDERSON:  I object  to  the 
question.  Apparently  you  are  trying  tc  inject  into 
the  question  seme  specific  discussions  of  your 
own  that  may  cr  may  not  have  seme  viability.  It 
seams  that  you  are  trying  tc  state  as  a premise 
for  the  question  that  an  exclusive  licensee  ceases 
to  be  an  exclusive  licensee  if  they  have  the  right 
to  grant  sublicenses  and  I don't  know  that  that  is 


T^U  ty 
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ccno*der  i*-  was  mere  advantageous  to  have 

-agnavox  as  an  exclusive  licensee  cr  a nonexclusive 
licensee? 


Referring  to  ycur  previous  answer  in  which  you 
staged  Magnavox  was  in  the  industry  and  in  the 

1-st  positron  to  grant  sublicenses,  what  industry 
did  you  mean? 

■•*11*  they  were  in  the  TV  industry  among  others. 

. ;3.gn^vcx  is  a company  that  has  a bread  range  cf 
activities  and  products. 

Who  proposed  that  the  license  be  exclusive? 

MR.  ANDERSON : If  you  know. 

Till  WITNESS:  I think  it 
evolved  ever  the  negotiations  and  the  drafts. 

I think  Magnavox  proposed  it  at  one  time  or 
another,  that  it  be  exclusive. 

Who  proposed  that  Magnavox  have  a right  to  sublieens: 
Well,  I believe  it  was  Magnavox. 

Did  Magnavox  give  any  reasons  why  they  wanted  the 
right  to  sublicense? 


None  that  I remember 


THE  WITNESS:  I would  like  to 
ask  the  reporter  to  mark  as  Exhibit  57  a copy  of  a 
le..„er  furnished  m response  tc  requests  for 
production  of  documents  tc  Mr.  Louis  Etlinqer  from 
Mr.  Thomas  Eriody  dated  February  20,  1975;  and  a 
latter  of  March  4,  1975,  from  Mr.  Etlinger  to 
Mr.  Bricdy  as  Exhibit  53? 


(Whereupon,  Exhibits  57 
and  58  were  marked  for 
identification. ) 


I ' hand  you  now  Exhibit  57  and  ask  you  if  you 
received  the  ^original  of  that  letter? 

Yes. 

And  did  you  receive  it  shortly  after  the  date  it 
bears,  February  20,  1975? 

The  answer  to  that  is  I don’t  know.  I did  receive 
the  letter  because  I have  initialed  it. 

When  do  you  believe  that  you  received  it? 

I assume  sometime  after  it  was  mailed. 

Did  you  reply  to  the  letter? 

As  far  as  I know,  yes. 

I hand  you  now  Exhibit  58  and  ask  if  that  is  a copy 


of  your 


Yes. 


reply  to  .Ir.Bnody's  letter  cf  February  2 3? 


you  prepare  that  reply? 


Yes. 


^ ^ -lr.  Cope  referred  to  i-i  -t-P-  , ^ 

i i eu  co  in  tne  second  page  of 


Exhibit  58? 


c'n  tn£-uesr  vi^th  toe  company  or  a technician. 


I era  net  sure. 


Do  You  know  what  department  he  works  in? 

He  works  over  on  Car.al  Street.  I don’t  know  the 
department. 


Mr.  F.t linger,  I new  hand  ycu  what  have  been  marked 
£s  Exhibits  32-C1,  32-C2,  32-D1,  32-D2  and  32-D3 
and  I ask  ycu  if  you  prepared  and  sent  to 
Gerald  Martin  to-whera  that  lecter  is  addressed  that 
letter? 

A.  Referring  to  the  letter  of  December  2,  1972? 

Q.  Yes,  Exhibit  32-C1  and  C2. 

A.  Yes.  I haven't  seen  the  other  one  yet.  Cl  I have 

answered. 

Q.  Did  ycu  enclose  with  a copy  of  that  letter  to 

Mr.  Martin  a copy  cf  Exhibit  32-D1,  D2  and  D3? 


A 


X 


believe  so 


Q* 


A. 


A. 


Q. 

A. 

0 . 


A. 


that  proposal  which  is  Exhibit  37-D1, 
D2  ?'"d  D3  £t  th*  time  that  yol,  m.ailed  it  tc 


T * 


n.  Martin? 


Will  you  read  the  q 


uestion  back? 


(•'/hereupon,  the  previous 
question  was  read  back 
by  the  reporter.) 

< tr  ; ♦- 

THE  WIiNESS:  I presume  sc* 

-■c  you  fund  on  page  2 cf  that  proposal  under 

paragraph  2.1,  Category  3,  the  term  "Space  War"? 
Yes. 

Co  you  recall  seeing  that  term  at  the  time  that 
you  sent  this  proposal  tc  Mr*  Martin? 

If  I recall  now  that  I saw  it  then,  the  answer  is 
no. 

Does  that  term  mean  anything  to  you  now  in  the 
context  cf  this  proposal? 

T don’t  understand  the  question,  Mr.  Welsh. 

Does  seeing  the  document  refresh  your  recollection 
at  all  as  to  seeing  that  term  when  you  sent  the 
propose 1 to  Mr.  Martin? 

No . 


L&S't  November  tint 
through  Mr • Seligman 
paper  t!dp6  V7hxch  WgLS 


dapcsition  cf  Sanders  taken 
» there  was  produced  a punched 
marked  as  Sanders  Exhibit  5 


anu  which  :lr*  Seligman  stated  had 


been  provided  by 


Hr.  Frisbie  after  Hr.  Frisbie 
calx  from  you.  Did  you  make 


received  a telephone 
such  a telephone  call 


to  Hr*  Frisbie? 


MR.  ANDERSON:  I Object,  what 
telephone  call,  you  said  such  telephone  call? 

HR.  WELSH : The  cne.  I just 
referred  to  in  my  prefacing  statement* 

THE  WITNESS:  I think  I made 
the  telephone  call  to  Hr.  Frisbie. 

When  did  you  make  that  telephone  call? 

It  must  have  been  sometime  before  we  produced  this. 
A few  days  before  or  seme  period  cf  time. 

Hew  did  you  happen  to  call  Hr.  Frisbie? 

I think  it  was  in  response  to  some  - either  request 
or  interrogatory  or  subpoena  - that  we  made  a search 
for  documentation  that  was  requested. 

How  did  Mr*  Frisbie* s name  come  up? 

Well , under  our  efforts  to  locate  the  requested 
iteiiis,  we  called  the  people  most  likely  to  know  cr 


Well , this  was 


HR.  WELSH: 

produced  or.  that  day  which  was  11-20-75;  that  is, 
Exhibit  S was  produced  on  that  day. 

Do  you  remember  any  of  the  conversation  with 
Mr.  Frisbia? 

All  I can  say  is  I remember  asking  him  if  he  knew 

arA  -t.  -is,  you  knew,  that  we  needed  tc  respond 
to  the  formal  document* 

Well,  did  y_u  ask  hrm  that  way  cr  did  you  paraphrase 
v/ha  - 'was  nr.  the  document? 

I don't  remember.  Hr.  Welsh,  the  specific  terms  in 
± as.<ed  him,  bu~c  lie  did  come  up  with  that 

tape. 

Did  he  bring  the  tape  to  veu? 

I don't  know  if  he  brought  it  to  me  or  sent  it  up. 

I have  no  recollection  of  it. 

Did  you  discuss  with  him  where  he  obtained  the 
tape? 


Yes. 

Where  did  he  say  he  obtained  it? 

He  obtained  it  in  the  old  storeroom. 

And  where  was  that  located? 

Somewhere  in  the  bottom  of  the  building. 


HR.  VJRL.SH:  Could  you  read 


Q. 


Q. 


A, 


the  question  back,  please? 

(thereupon,  the  previous 
ques  c-wCn  wci s r63.c2  tack 
by  the  reporter.) 

- "-ne  wunjv.ct  cf  a PDP-1  owned  by  Sanders  come 
up  in  your  discussion  with  Mr.  Frisbie? 


A*  It  may  have. 


Do  you  knew  whether  Sanders  owned  a PDP-1  computer 
at  that  time? 

Sanders  dad  own  a EDP-1  computer  at  one  time  which 
Aat>  located  in  Bedford,  j.  am  net  sure  whether  thev 


storeroom,  I 


still  have  it  or  it  may  be  in  the 
don’t  know7. 


Q.  Was  the  PDP-1  computer  ever  moved  from  Bedford 


to  Nashua? 


A.  Well,  if  it  is  in  the  storeroom,  it  was  moved. 

Q.  You  didn’t  know  whether  it  was  in  the  storeroom? 

I thought  you  meant  at  that  time  in  November  - - - 
A.  I have  some  vague  recollection  of  it  being  in  a 

storeroom,  so  the  answer  to  your  question  is  if  it 
was  moved  from.  Bedford  to  the  storeroom,  it  was 


moved ♦ 


When  was  it  moved? 


I don't  know  that. 

Dad  you  and  Hr.  Eristic  discuss  when  it  was  moved? 

I don’t  believe  so. 

Did  you  and  Hr.  Eristic  discuss  when  Sanders  receive 
this  tape.  Exhibit  5? 

I think  I asked  him  and  I don't  think  he  knew7  when 
we  received  it. 

What  was  said  between  you  in  that  regard? 

I believe  I asked  him  where  it  came  from  and  when 
and  he  didn’t  knew* 

Did  you  ask  him  if  he  knew  who  might  knew? 

I may  have. 

Did  he  say  who  might  know? 

I think  he  referred  to  a Hr.  Ted  Mairscn.  Hr*  Welsh 
you  have  all  this  cn  the  record  already  from 
Mr.  Seligxaan's  testimony. 

Well,  he  was  testifying  with  respect  to  your 
telephone  conversation  and  - 1 am  now  seeking  what 
occurred  from  your  recollection.  Did  you  have 
any  conversation  with  Hr*  Hair son  regarding  where 
the  tape  came  from? 

I am  trving  to  remember  if  I even  talked  tc  him. 


I don’t  remember  whether  t +-.n  , 

lu-r  i talked  to  him  or  v’h^taer 

someone  else  talked  to  him, 

SOmS  infcriliatlon  obtained  from  Mr.  Mairson 
0ara_ng  wnere  tne  tape  came  from  or  when  it  cams 
to  Sanders? 


X am  n 


ot  sure* 


bare  you  advised  of  any  information  received  from 
!.-•  i.a^rscn  &ucuu  where  the  tape  came  from  or  when? 
Somewhere  along  the  line,  I am  net  certain,  I think 
it  came  with  the  machine. 

It  came  with  the  machine? 

-i  am  nc l sure  cf  that,  I have  a vague  recollection 
cf  that  being  a possibility* 

What  is  the  source  cf  your  information.  Hr,  Frisbie 
telling  you  or  Hr,  Mairson? 

Maybe  somebody  through  Hair-sen,  I don’t  know. 

What  did  Mr.  Mairson  have  tc  do  with  the  tape  cr  the 
computer,  the  FDP-1? 

He  was  stationed  in  Bedford. 

Is  he  employed  by  Sanders  today? 

I believe  sc. 

Where  is  he  employed  at  Sanders  today? 
r think  he  as  in  this  building. 


n 


-7hen  was  the  r * 

' vS  Na«»J<SI 


J1  ^ ' »\  t ^ v\  ,^t  t 


^ i a anvor.6  o^tr^  ^ *•  ±- 

‘ * a**>  -nfc>ra,atiOB  : i\>.»  Mr.  lHab 

cr  :r*  hairscn  as  to  wiv  • ^lc.  r u>  i . , . , 

v w ic-  * 1*1  -1  wart  oM.ninpJ 


by  Sanders? 


r tnank  someone  checX 


• , . 

eu  iHwO  it ; I Jon f t 


at  and  I think  - wasn’t  that  asked  in 


an  an  Una'-  f a t o»M 


L.nd  answered? 


here  you  giver*  any  information  as  to  when  the  biT-1 
was  received? 

I think  someone  nay  have  tcld  me,  but  I don’t 
remember  the  date,  right  new. 

Do  you  remember  the  date  approximately;  was  it  in 
the  IS 6 S’ s? 

***>•%  T .*  J -t—  -y>  *'•  ^ T»>  V'  >n 

it  v I y.  ty, w . l w i • 

Lc  you  remember  whether  it  was  here  prior  to  107  0? 

T 1 

v-i.'*U>  i * W « 

Lo  you  have  any  recollection  as  tc  when  you  were 
told  the  PDF-1  was  obtained  by  Sanders? 

>.v  r dcr’t  have  any  recollection  of  the  date. 

i i a j *■ - '"*  * * »' 

was  hr.  hair  son  at  Bedford  when  the  PDP-1  was 


received? 


I really  don’t;  -<now< 


Zere  you  told  anything  in  that 
<ct  in  that  regard,  no. 


regard? 


How  long  has  Mr*  Mairson  been  with  Sanders? 

I dcnrt  know. 

ho  you  have  any  information  in  that  regard  as  to 
how  long  he  has  been  here? 

I knew  he  ho.s  been  here  a while,  several  years. 

Ten  years,  as  long  as  ten  y~ars? 

He  may  have  been,  yes.  That  is  something  we  can 
get  for  you,  Mr.  Welsh,  I don’t  remember.  Wa  can 
check  that  cut,  but  I don’t  carry  around  in  my 
head  how  long  ha  has  been  here  or  how  long  anybody 


else  has  been  here. 


MR.  WELSH;  We  would  like 


Mr.  Mairson’ s and  Mr.  Frisbie's  full  name.  Also 

/ V * 

we  would  like  to  take  their  depositions,  would  you 
be  willing  to  produce  them  without  subpoenas? 

MR.  ANDERSON;  Well,  I think 
the  question  probably  isn’t  as  much  subpoenas  as 
tc  hew  or*  when  ill  ecu  Id  possibly  be  done#  we  are 
scheduled  for  next:  week  already# 


WELSH:  Off  the  record 


rxin  r its 
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Au fust  3 0,  1974,  }<>ttr:r  frcr- 
Ericdy  to  Ftlinger. 

February  20,  1975,  letter  from 
Briody  to  Ltli nger . 


March  4 , 1075  , letter  froin 
Etlingcr  to  Briody. 


